We thank Mage for his comments. In our article on glyphosate in the Farm Family Exposure Study (FFES) ([@b1-ehp0114-a0633b]), we used 24-hr urinary creatinine to assess the completeness of daily samples over 5 days for the 48 participating farmers. We erred by summarizing the results as micrograms per deciliter instead of micrograms per day. Using an expected daily excretion of 566 μg/day as the lower end of the normal range ([@b4-ehp0114-a0633b]; [@b5-ehp0114-a0633b]), only four 24-hr urine samples over 5 days were below that lower limit. Therefore, the completeness of urine collection for the applicators was exceptional. Further details of the urine collection and our assessment of completeness can be found in a related article ([@b3-ehp0114-a0633b]).

Mage criticizes us for not subtracting preapplication urine values in our assessment of systemic dose related to on-study applications. Indeed, seven of the applicators had detectable glyphosate in their urine on the day before their on-study application ([@b1-ehp0114-a0633b]). Values were 1.1, 2.6, 3.9, 5.3, 8.3, 9.8, and 15.4 ppb. We intentionally did not correct for these initial values for two reasons. First, from an epidemiologic and public health standpoint, it is instructive to know the total dose for farmers during and after an application, which, for example, could then be compared to levels of toxicologic significance. Second, the overestimate caused by this practice is trivial for glyphosate in both an absolute and relative sense. Consider that glyphosate has a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reference dose of 2 mg/kg/day ([@b6-ehp0114-a0633b]), and the highest systemic dose we estimated in our study was 0.004 mg/kg/day. The requested corrections would be to the ten thousandths of a milligram per kilogram per day or less.

Last, Mage calls the fact that we only evaluated one application per farm family a limitation that may vitiate our study. That is a strong indictment for a study that comprehensively assessed exposure for farm families related to a single application of three pesticides to an extent not seen before. We agree that characterizing intraperson variation in absorbed pesticide dose over several seasons would provide valuable information, but that was not the objective of the FFES. Nevertheless, Mage's claim that we cannot reject the possibility that all 47 applicators have the same exposure distribution is refuted by our observations that absorbed dose was related to specific practices (e.g., not wearing gloves) and by similar findings in the literature that practices dictate absorbed dose (e.g., [@b2-ehp0114-a0633b]).

[^1]: At the time of this research, J.A. was an employee of Monsanto, the company that manufactures glyphosate; C.G. is currently employed by Monsanto. The Farm Family Exposure Study was funded by a contract between the FFES Industry Taskforce and the University of Minnesota; B.A. and J.M. received research support under that contract.
